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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed 5/6/2005. 

2. As per applicant's request, claims 1, 3-5, 7-15, 16-23, and 25-28 have been amended. 
Claims 1-28 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

3. The rejection to claims 1-28 has been withdrawn due to the amendment to the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bates et al. 
(US Pub. 2003/0061599) hereinafter referred to as "Bates" hereafter Bates in view of 
Sangavarapu et al. (US 2002/0073401) hereafter Sangavarapu. 

Per claim 1 : 
Bates discloses: 

-setting machine recognizable entry point in the code (page 2, 0027; page 5, 0050) 
-setting machine recognizable exit point in the code wherein the entry point and the exit point 
define an entry and an exit, respectively, of the region (page 2, 0027; page 5, 0050) ;executing 
the code; entering the region by encountering the machine recognizable entry point during the 
execution (0023); 
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Bates does not explicitly teach determining whether the execution of the code exits the 
region of the code without firing the user-specified breakpoint. 
However, Sangavarapu teaches such determination was known in the art of software 
development and debugging, at the time applicant's invention was made, to detect the missed 
breakpoint ("If the breakpoint is not there, a zombie breakpoint is identified and handled 
accordingly," page 2, 0043) such as those disclosed in Sangavarapu. It would have been obvious 
for one having ordinary skill in the art of software development and debugging to modify Bates 5 
disclosed system to use Sangavarapu' s method. The modification would be obvious because one 
having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to prevent the breakpoint handler from 
incorrectly passing the "breakpoint back to the operating system, which treats the breakpoint as 
an unhandled exception (page 1, 00 12)" as suggested by Sangavarapu. 

Bates further discloses: exiting the region being determined by encountering the machine 
recognizable exit point during the execution and if so, halting the execution of the code ("If the 
condition is true, or if step 534 is answered negatively, processing proceeds to step 538 where 
any and all breakpoint counters of the range counter list 426 for the encountered breakpoint are 
incremented," 0050). 
Per claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- the user-specified breakpoint is a conditional breakpoint having an associated condition and 
wherein execution exits the region without firing the user-specified breakpoint because the 
associated condition is not satisfied (i.e. 0019). 
Per claim 3: 
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The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- encountering the user-specified breakpoint; suspending the execution of the code at the user- 
specified breakpoint; and in response to a user-specified run-to command received while 
execution of the code is suspended, executing the code until reaching the machine recognizable 
exit point of the region(i.e. 0019). 

Per claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- the user-specified breakpoint is a non-conditional breakpoint and wherein execution exits the 
region without firing the user-specified breakpoint because the user-specified breakpoint is not 
encountered (i.e. 0019; 0045). 

Per claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- prior to determining: setting an internal safety net entry breakpoint in the code relative to an 
entry point of the region; and setting a safety net exit breakpoint in the code (i.e. 0048) 

Per claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- setting the internal safety net entry breakpoint and setting the safety net exit breakpoint are 
performed automatically in response to a user selection of the region (i.e. 0048). 

Per claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 
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- setting the safety net exit breakpoint is performed automatically in response to encountering the 
internal safety net entry breakpoint (i.e.0048). 

Per claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- the machine recognizable entry point and the machine recognizable exit point are determined 
by a compiler (i.e. 0023). 

Per claim 9: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- wherein halting comprises encountering a safety net breakpoint located in the code relative to 
the machine recognizable exit point (i.e. 0051, 0048, 0050). 

Per claim 10: 

The rejection of claim 9 is incorporated, and further, Bates teaches: 

- the machine recognizable entry point and the machine recognizable exit point are determined 
by a compiler (i.e. 0051, 0048, 0050). 

Per claims 11-19, they are the computer readable medium versions of claims 1,3, and 4-10, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of 
claims .1,3, and 4-10 above. 

Per claims 20-28, they are the system versions of claims 1, 3, and 4-10, respectively, and are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 1, 3, and 4-10 
above. 
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Response to Arguments 



6. 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28 have been considered but are moot in 



view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Therefore, this action is made non-final. 



7. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Insun Kang whose telephone number is 571-272-3724. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on 571-272-3719. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 



I. Kang 
8/5/2005 
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